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DETAILED ACTION 
Election/Restrictions 

1 . This application contains claims directed to the following patentably distinct 
species: 

I. fig. 3 drawn to claims 1-20,39 and 40; 

II. fig. 5 drawn to claims 21-38 and 41. 

2. The species are independent or distinct because both species have a different 
effect in the last limitation of each species. 

Applicant is required under 35 U.S.C. 121 to elect a single disclosed species for 
prosecution on the merits to which the claims shall be restricted if no generic claim is 
finally held to be allowable. 

Applicant is advised that a reply to this requirement must include an identification 
of the species that is elected consonant with this requirement, and a listing of all claims 
readable thereon, including any claims subsequently added. An argument that a claim 
is allowable or that all claims are generic is considered nonresponsive unless 
accompanied by an election. . 

Upon the allowance of a generic claim, applicant will be entitled to consideration 
of claims to additional species which depend from or othenvise require all the limitations 
of an allowable generic claim as provided by 37 CFR 1 .141 . If claims are added after 
the election, applicant must indicate which are readable upon the elected species. 
MPEP § 809.02(a). 
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3. During a telephone conversation with Joe Jordan on 6/6/07 a provisional election 
was made without traverse to prosecute the invention of species I, claims 1-20,39 and 
40. Affirmation of this election must be made by applicant in replying to this Office 
action. Claims 21-38 and 41 withdrawn from further consideration by the examiner, 37 
CFR 1.142(b), as being drawn to a non-elected Invention. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which fomis the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-4,11,13,14,39 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Yamaguchi (US Patent 7,035,437 B2) In view of Phan et al. (US 
Patent 6,784,446 B1). 

Regarding claim 1 , Yamaguchi teaches a method for inspecting a 
photolithographically processed wafer, comprising the steps of: 

a) determining a first image signature (fig. 5: IR DATA) of a golden wafer 
using a first lamp at a first intensity (via "LEDs" In col. 3, line 26); 

b) determining a second image signature (fig. 5: VISIBLE IMAGE (RGB) 
DATA) of the processed wafer using a second lamp (said LEDs) at a second intensity; 
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c) adjusting the first image signature (fig. 5: CORRECTION OF IR DATA) 
based on a difference (fig. 5, step 1 : SUBTRACTING) between the first intensity and the 
second intensity to generate an adjusted golden wafer signature; and 

d) generating a defect confidence value (fig. 5, step 5: DETECT... FLAW) by 
comparing the second image signature with the adjusted golden wafer signature. 

Yamaguchi does not teach the claimed wafer, but does teach the invention is not 
limited and can use a "reflecting original such as a printed material" In col. 10, lines 
48,49. 

Phan teaches the printed material as show in fig. 2,num. 210 as.suggested by 
Yamaguchi and the remaining limitation of the claim wafer as shown in fig. 2,num. 210. 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Yamaguchi's teaching of using a printed material with Phan's 
printed material, because Yamaguchi's invention can detect defects in a plurality of 
different types of objects such as film and printed materials and Is not just limited to one 
type of object. 

Claim 2 is rejected the same as claim 1 , paragraph b). Thus, argument similar to 
that presented above for claim 1b) Is equally applicable to claim 2. 

Claim 3 is rejected the same as claim 2. Thus, argument similar to that 
presented above for claim 2 is equally applicable to claim 3. 
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Regarding claim 4. Yamaguchi of the combination teaches the method according 
to claim 3, wherein the difference is substantially equal to the respective green value of 
the second image signature subtracted from the respective green value of the first 
image signature (when using "one color.. .[to obtain a]. ...difference between [said] color" 
in col. 9, lines 54-56. 

Claim 1 1 is rejected the same as claim 1 . Thus, argument similar to that 
presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claim 1 1 . 

Claims 1 3 and 14 are rejected the same as claims 3 and 4. Thus, argument 
similar to that presented above for claims 3 and 4 is equally applicable to claims 13 and 
14, respectively. 

Claims 39 and 40 are rejected the same as claim 1 . Thus, argument similar to 
that presented above for claim 1 is equally applicable to claims 39 and 40 except for the 
additional limitation of a medium as taught in Yamaguchi in fig. 3,num. 48. 
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6. Claims 8,9,18 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamaguchi (US Patent 7,035,437 B2) in view of Phan et al. (US Patent 6,784,446 
B1) as applied to claims 1 and 1 1 above, and further in view of Hamamatsu et al. (US 
Patent Application Publication No.: 2004/0105093 Al). 

Regarding claim 18, the combination of Yamaguchi and Phan does not teach 
claim 18, but Yamaguchi teaches that the LEDs can be replaced using a "white light 
source such as a halogen lamp" in col. 4, lines 32,33. Thus, Yamaguchi suggests to one 
of ordinary skill in the art of light sources that a plurality of light sources can be used 
with the invention. 

Hamamatsu teaches an "illumi-nation light beam" in paragraph [0028], lines 7,8 
as suggested by Yamaguchi and claim 18 of: 

a) selecting the second intensity (fig. 5, num. 51 1) based on an inspection 
recipe (fig. 5, num. 507). 

Regarding claim 19, Hamamatsu teaches the method according to claim 18, 
wherein the inspection recipe identifies the firat intensity (fig. 5,nlm. 516). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Yamaguchi's teaching of using a light source with Hamamatsu's 
teaching of the light beam, because Hamamatsu's teaching provides an "efficient use of 
illumination energy" in [0028], lines 10,11. 

Claims 8 and 9 are rejected the same as claims 18 and 19. Thus, argument 
similar to that presented above for claims 1 8 and 1 9 is equally applicable to claims 8 
and 9, respectively. 
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7. Claims 5,15 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Yamaguchi (US Patent 7,035,437 B2) in view of Phan et al. (US Patent 6,784,446 
B1) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Mueller et al. (US Patent 
Application Publication No.: 2004/0052076 Al). 

Regarding claim 5, Yamaguchi of the combination teaches the method according 
to claim 4, further comprising the steps of: 

a) detemriining a respective RGB signature (or detemiining "any color or R,G, 
and B" in col. 9, lines 51 ,52) of the golden wafer at each of a plurality of different setting 
values (corresponding to "types of carriers" in col. 3, line 48) using the first lamp. 

The combination of Yamaguchi and Phan does not teach the remaining 
limitations of claim 5, but Yamaguchi teaches that the LEDs can be replaced using a 
"white light source such as a halogen lamp" in col. 4, lines 32,33. Thus, Yamaguchi 
suggests to one of ordinary skill in the art of light sources that a plurality of light sources 
can be used with the invention. 

Mueller teaches a light source as shown in fig. 2, numerals 100 as suggested by 
Yamaguchi and the remaining limitations of claim of: 

a) calculating a red slope (or "rate of change" in paragraph [0282], lines 
26,27 corresponding to a "color change" in [0282], line 25 that includes "red, green, 
blue" in [0050], line 3) corresponding to a change in the respective red values as 
compared to a change in the setting values (via a "dimmer" in [0282], line 26 that 
initiates the color change thus producing a rate of change or the claimed slope); 
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b) calculating a green slope corresponding to a change in the respective 
green values as compared to a change in the setting values; and 

c) calculating a blue slope corresponding to a change in the 
respective blue values as compared to a change in the setting values (the last two 
limitations b) and c) are rejected for similar reasons of the rejection of claim 5, 
paragraph a).) 

It would have been obvious at the time the Invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Yamaguchi's teaching of using a light source with Mueller's 
teaching of the light source of fig. 2, numerals 100, because Mueller's teaching can be 
used in a wide variety of useful applications as discussed in [0270]-[0272] such as 
"analysis or inspection" in [0270], lines 16,17. 

Claims 15 and 16 are rejected the same as claim 5. Thus, argument similar to 
that presented above for claim 5 is equally applicable to claims 15 and 16. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

8. Claims 6.7,10,12,17 and 20 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claim 6 is allowable because the prior art does not teach normalizing the red 
slope with respect to the green slope. 

Claim 7 is allowable for depending on an objected allowable parent claim. 

Claim 10 is allowable because the prior art does not teach claim 10. 

Claim 12 is allowable because the prior art does not teach calculating an amount 
to adjust the first RGB signature based on the calculated rate of change and the 
difference between the first intensity and the second intensity. 

The closest prior art, Mueller teaches all the limitations of claim 12 except for the 
difference between the first intensity and the second intensity. 

Claim 17 is allowable for the same reasons as claim 12. 

The benefit of claim 6 "compensates for tool-to-tool variability" in the 
specification, page 12, lines 20,21. 

The benefit of claim 10 selects "the appropriate lamp setting" in the specification, 
page 10, line 16. 

The benefit of claim 12 "generates a confidence score related to whether or not a 
defect exists" in the specification, page 16, lines 5,6. 
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Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Qian et al. (US Patent 7,043,071 B2) is pertinent as teaching a method of 
correcting a reference image as shown in fig. 2A, num. 251. However, Qian does not 
provide enough details about light. 

Schott (US Patent 5,850,566) is pertinent as teaching of method of using a 
golden template, but is lacking in details of a light. 

Esrig et al. (USPatent 5,640,237) is pertinent as teaching a method of using a 
golden wafer in fig. 6, num. 70, but the golden wafer is not adjusted based on a 
difference between wafers. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Dennis Rosario whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
7397. The examiner can normally be reached on 9-5. 

11. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Matthew Bella can be reached on (571) 272-7778. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status Information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomiation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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